The article aims to describe in detail the essence of the Security and Prosperity Partnership (SPP), interpreting it as an initiative to overcome disfunctionalities and shortcomings of previous international arrangements among the United States, Canada, and Mexico. The spp failed to deliver the results that its initiators had in mind; its outputs were limited in scope measured in terms of the issues tackled, joint policies, and regional regimes. It brought some policy integration into North America beyond economic issues, but did not transform itself into a regional governance mechanism that would bring about self-regulation norms and structures.
IntroductIon
In 2005, the Security and Prosperity Partnership (spp) emerged in the North American institutional landscape as a yet another device to organize and facilitate trilateral and bilateral relations with respect to the countries' economic and security interests.
The creation of the SPP sparked many expectations and fears about the direction of regional integration because it seemed that the federal administrations were taking the initiative and had decided to play a more prominent role in governing the social and economic integration set in motion years ago. However, the spp's organization and results proved wrong for both its opposition and supporters, exposing the various weaknesses of North American regionalism: 1) dominant power structures (at the regional, national, and bureaucratic level) that foster bilateralism rather than trilateralism; 2) a weak strategic vision or common ideology for successfully competing with neoliberalism as the basis for regional integration or with national socialistbased protectionism; and, 3) the lack of institutions to act as advocates of regional interests. Nevertheless, the results showed that not everything is gloom and doom, and, as in life, some aspects of regional politics do foster further policy integration without the political integration of the three states.
The Security and Prosperity Partnership of North America emerged in 2005 during the Waco summit. Three North American leaders launched the initiative, calling on their respective federal bureaucracies to seek greater and more intensive cooperation. In the beginning, it was heavily publicized and promoted in all three countries. In contrast, its tacit decline and final demise in 2009 passed unheralded, suggesting the decay of the spp as a response to interdependence pressures and to relation-management shortcomings.
A lot has already been written about the causes and circumstances of the spp's establishment and closure. It grew out of the structural changes in the global economy and security factors, including China's entry into the World Trade Organization (wto) and subsequent growth, especially in the U.S. market -China replaced Mexico as a secondary U.S. trading partner-, and the September 11 attacks on the World
Trade Center and the Pentagon. In addition, the spp was influenced by changes in U.S. geopolitical strategy and domestic homeland security policy (Leycegui Gardoqui, 2012: 124-129; Benítez Manaut and Rodríguez Ulloa, 2005: 78-96; Velázquez Flores and Schiavon, 2008) . Therefore, from this perspective, the spp can be seen as a result of the efforts of Mexican, Canadian, and U.S. business-oriented actors (trade and economy departments and firms operating transnationally) to increase regional economic liberalization and competitiveness and make them a priority for the three countries. At the same time, it can be perceived as an effort to deal with security-related In my analysis, I want to determine other factors inherent to the spp and to the management of bilateral and trilateral relations in the North American region in order to specify variables that made the spp work for only a few years. The article is structured as follows: the first part questions and tests popular beliefs about the spp; the second describes the characteristics of the spp as a management framework and analyzes the changes that it underwent between 2005 and 2009 . The third part presents evidence that confirms two functions of the spp (the governance mechanism and the dialogue/cooperation device), revealing that these aspects were always present, though with varying intensity over time with respect to different issues on the spp agenda. Each part consists of two elements: description and evaluation.
theoretIcAl And conceptuAl ApproAch
It is my opinion that the spp was a management framework applied to bilateral and trilateral intergovernmental relations, which from 2005 to 2009 organized and shaped the way those complex relationships were handled. This framework had two functions: sometimes it operated as governance (the governing process), while at other times it was a mechanism for cooperation and communication.
The management framework concept refers to the style or method of organizing the time and work of the governments of Canada, the U.S., and Mexico, to promote and achieve their goals with respect to each other and North America. This concept relates to the ways the agenda (needs/interests and objectives) was shaped, how inputs were directed to achieve the objectives, which activities were chosen as part of the agenda, which methods of monitoring, evaluation, and measurement of advances were included, and how outputs of the process and their results were evaluated. It was also a method for planning, directing, implementing, monitoring, con-norteAméricA trolling, and evaluating joint or coordinated actions. Obviously, management frameworks focus on delivering desired change. Looking at the spp as a management framework enables us to see its weak and strong points and determine the factors that contributed to its success and failure.
The management framework concept used here is strongly inspired by Leon
Lindberg's theory of political integration (1970) . Lindberg defines political integration as a collective decision-making process that not only covers making policy choices but also collectively implementing them. So he argues that it is not only about collective process but also about collective outcomes of this process when the decisions made together are binding. He also argues that there is a causal relationship between the system and organization of collective policymaking and political integration of a region.
This article analyzes the Security and Prosperity Partnership as a management framework in order to explain the fundamental aspects of international political processes: the mechanics and dynamics of political decision-making, the maintenance of diplomatic relations, and policy outcomes.
From the perspective of trans-governmental regional governance, the spp can be seen as a set of mechanisms and relations among various levels of executives in three North American countries set in motion in order to establish common regulations aimed at strengthening security and improving competitiveness in the region as a whole.
From another angle, the spp can be seen as an instrument to build and maintain relationships at the regional level. Its aim was to structure and promote dialogue and cooperation (not regulations, as in the previous case), to improve inter-governmental understanding, to generate a sense of shared responsibility, and to prevent unilateral action that could harm other partners in the region. In this article, I argue that the spp documents as well as its actions prove its dual function and its nature as an intergovernmental relations management framework.
We can find examples of the harmonization and regionalization of policies, but at the same time we can find periods and initiatives that were limited to commissioning research and exercises to prepare for a natural disaster.
The spp's complex nature made it difficult for North American academics to evaluate its meaning and place in regional processes. I propose criteria with which we can judge the spp's achievements and failures. They correspond to each of its features: management framework, governance mechanism, and cooperation/communication device. First, I look at management practices with special attention to the principles and organization of the spp's work to assess the following: whether they were legitimate and accountable processes, whether they functioned in more effective and efficient ways then previous arrangements, and whether they were able to achieve the aims of the partnership. After this, I focus on governance practices and their productivity and effectiveness by examining the outputs of the spp process such as the origin and nature of documents produced (unilateral, bilateral, multilateral, trilateral, or legally, politi- cally binding); further, I assess the rules with respect to their flexibility, scope, depth, and their impact on different social categories like bureaucracy, economic sectors, and population. Finally, the inputs are evaluated in terms of the results and outcomes they produced in the region and in particular countries. The next part of the article explores aspects of the spp that encourage and strengthen dialogue and cooperation. I focus on networks and joint projects that, thanks to the spp, emerged and grew. I describe how the spp enhanced and sped up interactions, how it generated new networks and established a regional norm and sectoral and problem-driven communication.
nAture of the spp: lIterAture revIew
The first step is to analyze the critics of the spp and question their claims. Then, I will compare the claims with the facts related to the political process within the spp, its decisions, functions, and results. The most prevalent attack on the spp is for its informality, which limited the initiative's transparency and accountability. Critics claim that the spp was not governed by legal procedures or by international legal agreements (Van Landingham, 2009; Preciado Coronado, 2009; Zamora, 2011) . This is a partially valid point, because treaties did not guide the transnational actions of each country's representatives. However, they were limited by each governmental institution's internal regulations, so they were not acting without regulations.
It is worth mentioning that the biggest criticism of the spp's informality, the constant accusation that the spp is being handled behind closed doors, has not been made about bilateral initiatives between U.S. and Mexico, the U.S. and Canada, or Mexico and Canada, such as the Partnership for Prosperity, the Canada-Mexico Partnership, the Smart Border Accords, and the U.S. Canada Partnership Forum. This criticism seems absurd in the larger context of media and congressional scrutiny and the interest in the spp compared to the attention that has been paid to many informal interactions and networks existing in the region. Furthermore, how can something be secretive when, immediately after meetings and conferences, the media reported on the proceedings?
The accountability in the spp involved ministers and federal officers who were responsible for their actions before their presidents and prime minister. The leaders of the three countries set up an agenda and a list of objectives each year. These guided how their secretaries, ministers, and expert working groups should function. Often the deliverables were also specified (Grant and Keohane, 2005) . Federal government officials worked within the legal boundaries that divide legislative end executive powers.
Governments, especially the entities responsible for the prosperity aspect of the spp, wanted to be more accountable and responsive to their stakeholders and constituencies. They made the effort to institutionalize this relationship by creating the North American Competitiveness Council to get feedback about the spp's performance. From a broader perspective, the partnership reflected a limited view of prosperity as existing solely in the economic sphere and not including aspects like social well-being and development. However, the three countries recognized that they should work with those who could be affected by their policies.
Although the spp was an international political process, it was implemented by national governments (not foreign or international institutions), and government actions could still be controlled and evaluated just like any other measure taken by national authorities. They were hardly used with respect to the spp in all three countries. Year 2010;  In the United States, the state governments expressed their will and demanded that the federal government cease the spp process; the request were sent to the Senate by Idaho (Congressional Record, Senate, 2007b) , Montana (Congressional Record, Senate, 2007a) , Georgia (Congressional Record, Senate, 2008b) , Utah (Congressional Record, Senate, 2008a) .
In Mexico, immediately after the spp was announced, the Joint Foreign Relations and Foreign Relations (North America) Commissions demanded a study of the spp. Later legislatures sporadically called the principals of foreign affairs agencies and economy departments to testify (Cámara de Diputados, Centro de Documentación, Información y Análisis, 2010, 2008, 2007, and 2006) . Here, I would like to present an alternative view of the spp that has not been discussed and that gives us different arguments about the legitimacy of actions taken by the three heads of state and about the spp accountability model based on the principle idea of modern democracies: the delegation of power.
Presidents Fox and Bush and Premier Paul Martin (and their successors) were democratically elected. The power to define state policy and govern was delegated to them according to the framework specified by their respective national Constitutions. In the three countries, the executive has different kinds and degrees of autonomy, and the Constitutions stipulate its legal boundaries. If someone says that their actions were illegitimate with regard to the spp or that they were not democratic or lacked accountability, they undermine the political systems of the United States, Mexico, and Canada. It is political opinion, not legal claim that ignores the principle of the delegation of power.
Many institutions that have participated in the spp (federal agencies, departments and ministries responsible for public health, agriculture, energy, and trade) have no legally grounded responsibilities in the international arena. Their participation in the spp was delegated by the first executive in each country; so, their mandate emanates from constitutional prerogatives.
However the leaders made one questionable decision, which was to give a privileged position to the business community. They did this by establishing the North American Competitiveness Council and ignoring other interest groups that would be affected by their decisions (for example, border states) (Brodie, 2008; Gilbert, 2007; Healy, 2007) . Nevertheless, in Mexico the consultation process was open to any civil society agent (sre, n.d.); in Canada government officials also claimed to discuss issues on the SPP agenda with different stakeholders, but in fact the most active and warmly embraced by the governments was the North American business sector (House of Commons, 2007a Commons, , 2007b Commons, , and 2007c . This bias reflects a narrow vision of the ways prosperity and security are generated and guaranteed, as well as the power structures in the three societies. But also it reflects the pragmatic side of political processes and whether you want to have something done in a timely manner or you want to get stuck in constant negotiations with a broad range of interests. Within the SPP, the chief executives exercised great pressure to deliver results, which required compromises and prioritization. However, politicians and bureaucrats did not address all the wishes of big business.
eSSayS
The other criticism and fear about the spp relates to the claim that this process leads to the North American Union and to diminished national sovereignty (Almazán, 2007; Gonzalez Amador, 2007; Esquivel, 2005; Gafney, 2007; Judicial Watch, 2007; Luo, 2007; Savage, 2007; Barlow, 2005; Sandoval Palacios, 2008) . This claim, however, completely ignores the fact that, thanks to the division of power as well as checks and balances, the power of each branch of government in the three countries is limited. It also disregards the facts about the activities within the spp.
In order to construct political and economic union, you need agreement between the executive and the legislative branches. In the meantime, with the spp the executive deliberately decided to reduce the scope and depth of its actions by limiting itself to constitutionally established prerogatives. There was no opportunity to pursue ambitious projects, because in order to undertake them, they would have to negotiate with the legislatures regarding the budget, domestic laws, and international agreements.
To put it simply, they could talk about almost everything, but they could do little.
And this is manifested in the concrete actions taken by the three governments with respect to the spp agenda, like protocols and cooperation in times of emergency caused by epidemics or natural disaster or pledges to protect intellectual property, though the latter were not taken as seriously in Canada as it was in Mexico and in the U.S.
The aforementioned criticism of the spp leads me to ask why anyone would think that democratically elected politicians would limit their power and their citizens' autonomy (otherwise known as state sovereignty) and surrender themselves and their countries to other actors such as foreign politicians and international corporations. I argue that this suspicion that presidents and government officials act against the will of the people of their respective countries by establishing and perpetuating the spp emerges from doubts about the autonomy of politicians from the business elites in Mexico, Canada, and the U.S. (Chase, 2011; Savage, 2010; Wikileaks, 2009) .
They are also born of xenophobic stereotypes about other countries and their people. For example, the criticism of the spp in the U.S. was inspired by views that Mexico is a corrupt, violent, primitive society with which the U.S. should not be associated. The same prejudices about Mexico also persist in Canada, even though they were diplomatically hidden. Negative perceptions of U.S. Americans as being egotistical and obsessed with the capitalist ethos (rather than a sense of community and an appreciation of social policies) and post-9/11 limitations of civil liberties and rights were prevalent in the Canadian critiques of the spp. These negative sentiments and beliefs about the relations between politicians and the business sector and about North American neighbors heavily influenced the way the spp was perceived. In consequence, the analysis and evaluation of the spp were not based on facts but on fears and prejudice.
The other false accusation against the spp relates to the legal nature of the Waco declaration (Arley Orduña, 2012: 317-372) . In the Waco declaration, U.S., Mexican, and Canadian leaders set up a process of communication and cooperation among multiple agencies and departments and called it the Security and Prosperity Partnership. It is not a treaty, and it does not have all the traits that a legal agreement among nations should have in order to be called a treaty (Villiger, 2009:77-79; Dorr and Schmalenbach, 2012:879; Corten and Klein, 2011:37-39, 211-212) . Not all international agreements are treaties according to the Vienna Convention. A treaty must be concluded, which means it has to go through all the steps established by domestic law referring to treaties. In the case of Canada, the U.S., and Mexico, a treaty must be approved by the legislature. By not submitting the Waco declaration to the legislative vote, the first executives demonstrated that they did not want to treat the document as legally binding. Though it was written and signed by heads of state, there is no mention that the document is governed by international law (Corten and Klein, 2011: 41-42 ). It does not have provisions clearly stipulating the date when it enters into force. Furthermore, the Waco document is a political declaration that fits the description of the 1962 Memorandum from the un Office of Legal Affairs, which defined a declaration as "a formal and solemn instrument, suitable for rare occasions when principles of great and lasting importance are being enunciated."
However it must be added that the rhetoric of the declaration is misleading.
For example, calling the process the "Security and Prosperity Partnership" evokes an entity, an organization. Nevertheless, the spp lacks elements that normally constitute an organization, like a charter with internal regulations and specified competencies. Calling it the spp was a move addressed to bureaucracies and the media, not the expression of a will to govern in a new way and subordinate the signees to international law.
The last myth about the spp is that it was a technical, depoliticized, and bureaucratized process. The spp was not in fact devoid of politics; it was a process where different constellations of power were set in motion (Grondin and de Larringa, 2009; Craik, 2011; Ackleson and Kastner, 2006) . The first constellation was the power structure of the three economies and states; the second consisted of the bureaucratic machinery and inherent power relations already existing within them and new ones established by the spp; the last constellation was formed by the relationship between state and business actors.
Though there is a tendency to perceive the spp as a depoliticized process run by experts working on technical issues because there was little involvement of legislatures and parties in the agenda-setting and decision-making process, this was not the case. The reality was much more complex due to the fact that national, institutional, eSSayS and personal interests were present at domestic and intergovernmental negotiations, making the spp a game of "politics as usual" rather than technocratic governance.
Often the literature about the spp has argued that countries' political elites colluded with business elites to jointly attempt to reorganize North America according to capitalist interests. In the meantime, the facts do not confirm harmonious relations between politicians and corporations. The North American Competitiveness
Council, an auditory and consulting body established by the leaders of North America to accompany the spp, often criticized the unresponsiveness and tardiness of the bureaucrats involved in the process. On the other hand, governments sometimes refused to implement their proposals.
What have been omitted in the spp analysis are the consequences of its bureaucratic character. The spp architecture created at least three layers of hierarchy that were far from cohesive and harmonious in terms of coordination (see Diagrams 1 and 2). First was the level of leaders and their staff (presidency, Privy Council, National Security Council), to whom coordinators of the partnership's two pillars, security and prosperity, reported on advances. These were the heads of the Ministries of Economy and of the Interior in Mexico, the Departments of Homeland Security and Commerce in the U.S., and the Ministries of Industry and Public Safety in Canada. Economic affairs and public security departments oversaw the performance of many federal institutions, like those responsible for agriculture, the environment, transport and communications, health, the budget and treasury, migration and border management, and energy. This created a third layer in the spp, and federal institutions found themselves in weaker and more subordinate positions. Bureaucratic politics constrained the spp process. The status of foreign affairs departments was ambiguous and changed over time from 2005 to 2006 . They were supporting institutions, and later they gained more power in coordinating both pillars of the partnership and preparation of the North American Leaders Summits.
The stakes and interests of each federal institution involved in the spp in all three countries were different, and though it was not very politicized, it was not an entirely technical process devoid of power relations. Besides cooperation frameworks, the three countries' relations were institutionalized in a very specific and formal way by procedures of conflict resolution based on nafta Chapters 11, 19, and 22 (Vega Canovas, 2005; Morales, 1999) .
Before the spp, a dense web of interactions and relations already existed to discuss, resolve, and work together on North American issues. Their effectiveness and efficiency in solving emerging problems and disputes were questionable. They were also too weak to prevent violations of existing treaties by any of the countries except what was most important to the U.S. And as the past proved, unilateral, shortsighted, politicized perspectives remain a constant threat to the regional legal foundations and undermine the trust needed to build a common future (Clarkson, 2008) .
The instruments and mechanisms available to the three countries were bureaucratic, too formal, not flexible enough, and unresponsive to changing contexts. They were also politicized and time-consuming (Clarkson, 2008; Vega Canovas, 2010a; Capling and Nossal, 2009; Alba, Proud'homme and Vega Canovas, 2007) . They perpetuated the national logic and did not give any chance to voice and defend the regional, North American perspective that would be independent from political tradeoffs, but based on the research and dynamics of integrated economies.
These intergovernmental institutions' shortcomings were exposed and attempts were made to fix them and move forward with the North American integration project (see Table 2 ).
In early 2000, lots of ideas for North America were circulating to inspire leaders to make bold strategic moves. The Mexican government and Canadian businesses in particular expressed wishes for a deeper and broader integration of the region (Wikileaks, 2003; Clarkson and Banda, 2004; Daudelin, 2003; Capling and Nossal, 2009; Brodie, 2012) . Academics from the three countries also took a stand in the face of the erosion and deficits of regional governance (Pastor, 2001; Chambers and Smith, 2003; Hakim and Litan, 2002; Canadian Council of Chief Executives, 2003; Hughes, 2005) . The tenth anniversary of nafta created momentum and a pretext for producing and debating alternative scenarios for the future of the continent (De la Reza, 2004; Weintraub, 2004; Nevaer, 2004; Aspe, Weld, and Manley, 2005; Hufbauer and Schott, 2005; Hughes, 2005; Noble, 2005; Cortés Campos, 2005 (2002) .
The Security and Prosperity Partnership emerged in this historic setting out of frustration over pre-existing mechanisms of cooperation, dialogue, and dispute resolution, as a new approach to managing relations (Celorio, 2005; Sands, 2006; Gutiér-rez Fernández, 2005) . Of course, U.S. Americans, Mexicans, and Canadians also had a larger picture in mind: the state of regional competitiveness in the global economy and asymmetrical threats to public security. They were especially concerned about negative effects of U.S. security policy on trade operations and the national economies. They were also aware of China's rapid rise in the world economy, and at the same time of the outdated nafta provisions, non-trade barriers that remained in place though the customs duties had been lifted (Leycegui Gardoqui, 2012; Rozental, 2006; Anderson and Sands, 2007; Garcia-Segovia de Madero, 2003; Benítez Manaut and Hristoulas, n.d.; Cespedes, 2008; Velazquez Flores and Schiavon, 2008) .
In the eyes of the leaders and their advisers, the existing bilateral and trilateral institutions could not deal with these issues or were too slow in their reactions. A new model of addressing common problems was needed.
the spp In response to the InstItutIonAl shortcomIngs of north AmerIcAn IntegrAtIon: propertIes And InternAl dynAmIcs Aside from the aforementioned changes in the spp lifespan, there were also differences in the effectiveness and cooperation model for its two pillars, prosperity and security, as well as among various working groups. For example, on the security side, there were more work, and technical collaboration and dual bilateralism were upheld. On the prosperity side, more policy documents were produced, accompanied by the coordination of unilateral actions. The sphere of prosperity was also characterized more often by a trilateral approach.
Trying to define and describe the spp is a difficult task because finding general traits and patterns of behavior applicable to the whole agenda is almost impossible.
It is even harder to evaluate the spp and avoid oversimplifications. There is tendency to call it a failure, but the reality is more complex and a grey area.
The spp did not address all the shortcomings of the North American institutional framework (politicization, weak law enforcement, bureaucratization). Three leaders decided to proceed with the spp and put aside the nafta system's trade conflicts and institutional weaknesses with the knowledge that any greater reforms required action from the legislatures. They would eventually need a lot of time when the situation demanded quick responses.
Furthermore, the relationship between already existing mechanisms of cooperation and governance and the spp was also left untreated and unresolved in informal or formal ways. In consequence, those who participated in the spp had to handle multiple mechanisms and agendas that as a result debilitated their chances of success in the spp.
In many ways, the spp was a continuation of old patterns and plans of action.
Once again, the chief principals met, discussed, and published joint statements or political declarations. Once again, experienced working groups met, but did not accomplish much. Once again, the business community to whom much was promised was getting more and more frustrated each year reiterating the same recommendations and receiving few tangible results. Again, Canada and Mexico tried to limit their neighbor's unilateralism; and they learned that it is not so easy to do, because not only can the U.S. Congress cause problems, but uncoordinated executive agencies This new type of organization represented an advance toward greater effectiveness, but it also became the spp's weakness. Since the agreements reached through the spp were non-binding declarations, only one way existed to demand action from bureaucracies, and this involved putting pressure on countries to comply (Interview with Mexican government officials, 2012; Roff, Krajnc and Clarkson, 2009; Craik, 2011) . 4 In the absence of that pressure, the bureaucrats lost the motivation to make an extra effort, and the whole the spp began to drift in the inertia of the old habits of diplomatic exchanges and periodic meetings that ended without specific and operationalized policy initiatives.
When at least one leader loses his/her interest in the spp, the whole initiative gets a lower profile in the hierarchy of priorities. In consequence, the morale of other administrations can be affected. Since the U.S. exercises hegemony, when the president stops investing energy and capital in the spp, the whole endeavor ceases to function. were not among their priorities, the spp begun to be managed by foreign relations departments and ministries instead of by the leaders' close collaborators. In effect, the spp involved more discussion and meetings than actual policy-making or policy implementation. Later on, when President Obama did not want to continue policies of his predecessor, the spp was dropped from the agenda.
As mentioned above, the spp suffered from some management shortcomings, the most pervasive of which was related to the way spp work was planned. In previous management frameworks, the work was driven by a series of meetings. Though this was supposed to be a strength, making the spp a more flexible and responsive mechanism, it actually plunged it into a series of undefined situations. In the beginning, lots of issues were on the agenda, but after two years they shrank to four or five. The agenda set by the leaders was always formulated broadly, without giving the respec- Also during much of their joint work, they focused on defining vague concepts like security, prosperity, and quality of life in the North American context, and they discussed the domestic interests and capabilities of their respective federal agencies. This effort, though commendable, consumed a lot of time and made the spp less effective.
Besides the broad, vague agenda and poorly specified goals, yet another problem was posed by weak monitoring and evaluation mechanisms. The benchmarks and indicators of success were not well defined. For example, meetings and conferences eSSayS were considered deliverables when the strategic objective was competitiveness or security and the tactical aims were harmonization of regulations or elimination of obs tacles. Reports on the spp cited its accomplishments and achievements. However, the reports suggest that planning in the long and short term was chaotic.
Another weakness that did not help the spp live up to its ambitious aims was its lack of a proper budget. Only the U.S. and Canada requested financing for projects related to the spp; Mexico made a tacit pact not to ask Congress for funds explicitly In the sphere of regulation, an important part of spp cooperation, it was argued that money was not so necessary for introducing changes related to modernization and the expansion of the border structure. However, it is obvious that when you want to introduce new policies or strengthen the execution of existing ones, you need funds.
By not making any financial commitments, the leaders and their ministers limited the chances of success, again sentencing the spp to be less productive and efficient.
Another spp feature relates to how the North American agenda was treated by the governments, whether trilaterally or bilaterally (continuing the pattern of dual bilateralism). The researchers recognized three basic relationships in the region: U.S.-Mexico, U.S.-Canada, and Mexico-Canada, and they stressed that the trilateral relationship was still in statu nascendi (Clarkson and Banda, 2004; Pastor, 2005; Capling and Nossal, 2009) . The spp confirms the structural and historical tendencies of three distinct relationships rather than embodying a dramatic change in the trilateral love affair.
By reiterating the trilateral dimension, spp events and documents tend to obscure the deeper reality of spp negotiations regarding both pillars of the agreement: prosperity and security. Almost all discussions about security, except health security and emergency preparedness (which were held both bilaterally and trilaterally), were con- (Anderson and Sands, 2007; Martin, 2005; Moens, 2011, interview with Mexican federal government officials, 2012).
The first, fourth, and fifth principles focus on issues that are feasible and, in consequence, speed up cooperation. Principles two and three helped the three countries to achieve: 1) better-informed decisions made with access to the resources in other countries; and 2) greater transparency and predictability of regulatory practices that contribute to their expertise and promote best practices internationally, thus influencing standards elsewhere.
In relation to the inputs (human and financial resources, power relations, bureaucratic constraints, organizational structure), the spp was very effective. It over- Kastner, 2006: 207-232, Capling and Nossal, 2009 ; Nossal, 2010) .
eSSayS came a lot of deficiencies and managed to deliver some tangible outputs and results.
However, compared to the complex needs and its ambitious goals, the spp's accomplishments are not impressive. This is due to the problems with translating the broad strategic needs into operational goals, defining measurable indicators of success, and implementing weak evaluation practices. Also, the partnership was affected negatively by shortcomings in leadership.
the spp: cooperAtIon/communIcAtIon devIce And regIonAl governAnce mechAnIsm
It appears that one of the foundations of the spp was a belief that a deeper understanding and knowledge of each other was crucial for moving on with the North American project. A lot of energy and resources were employed to strengthen and maintain communication and cooperation toward a common vision of which challenges North America was facing as an economic region and security space. The list of accomplishments for the spp and those who participated testify to the fact that many conferences, presentations, discussions, and exchanges of information were held.
In essence, there was too much talk, but not enough negotiating and decisionmaking. As Canadian officials discussed in 2007, "We're not at all at a stage of making any changes to regulations or anything. We're basically at the stage of comparing approaches in the three countries, identifying differences where there are differences, and, where appropriate, trying to remove the differences" (Chaput, 2007) .
Efforts included conferences, meetings, and sessions on each country's legal framework. Representatives assessed how differences in each country's regulations are harmful for the trade or regional security of another. They also discussed what practical opportunities existed for improving that situation and whether it was possible to do this with unilateral action, a memorandum of understanding, or by treaty. 9 During these learning meetings, best practices were shared and some were later implemented in other countries or tested in joint exercises (Secretaría de Economía, 2006a; Industry Canada, 2010; Martínez Bejarano, 2012; Legorreta Odorika, 2012) .
If we study the evolution of some the spp initiatives, it becomes clear that many hours were spent on communication and building a common vision. However, they rarely led to formal negotiations, political declarations, or legal agreements (which were also conscious of the complexities of North American integration and of issues of interdependence. In 2005, the leaders created several working groups within the spp (see Table 1 ). to meet with the U.S. president, whose time is precious and limited, an opportunity that many might be jealous of (Interview with Mexican government official, 2013).
Informal networks of officials
The most basic type of cooperation was mutual assistance in law enforcement.
The spp increased the intensity of information and intelligence exchange related to combating terrorism, money laundering, and people smuggling.
Often the partnership's programs were developed to test new solutions before they were applied. Another category of cooperation refers to pilot projects, like the Canada-U.S. land pre-clearance pilot at the Thousand Islands Bridge, the nexus-Marine pilot in Windsor-Detroit, and the Pilot Project on Reducing Emissions from Vehicles and Engines. These were exploratory programs to strengthen trust and to test new technologies and operational arrangements.
Some types of collaboration were temporary, and the countries used them to run joint assessments and evaluations. As a result, the dhs dropped out of the talks (U.S. Gao, 2008) .
The spp was rarely a forum for making rules. A review of its outputs demonstrates that the three countries agreed to introduce or promote general all-encompassing rules that were successfully implemented only a few times.
Some analysts interpret the spp as a form of regional governance (Kirton and Guebert, 2010; Roff, Krajnc, and Clarkson, 2009; Anderson and Sands, 2007; Belanger, 2010; Gilbert, 2007; Grondin and De Larrinaga, 2009) . The policy-making process can be understood as a sequence of stages: 1) problem identification, 2) agenda setting, 3) policy norteAméricA formulation, 4) policy adoption, 5) policy implementation, 6) policy evaluation, and 7)
policy change or termination. These analyses ended up examining only the first four stages while overlooking whether the spp policies were implemented or not. I argue that even if the intention of spp statements was to establish governing principles for the region, it still needs to be proved that the administrations followed up the declarations and acted upon them.
If the spp had worked as governance device, it would be easy to determine its influence. It is difficult to link decisions made by the spp with specific policy changes in any of the three countries. Because the partnership functioned in concert with other mechanisms such as Smart Borders Cooperation, nafta institutions, and the CanadaMexico Partnership, it is complicated to define its influence. How can it be separated from the influence of other political processes? One oft-cited spp accomplishment is the changes in rules of origin, a development actually produced by the negotiation process set up by nafta. Another accomplishment publicized in spp materials is the border infrastructure upgrade, which was a continuation of the Smart Border agreements.
In conclusion, the spp regulated bilateral and trilateral relations rather than regulating issues on the spp agenda. However, at some point it also functioned as a governance mechanism that shaped the lives of people in North America.
The spp bureaucrats were aware of the institutional and cultural constraints of their actions. They knew that they were limited not only by domestic appetites and preferences but also by other international legal obligations. They reached formal, legal agreements only when they were sure that it would be accepted by the legislature. They were limited to making small, incremental steps like increasing and normalizing the hours of operation of border and customs agents The rules and principles expressed in spp documents had different origins. Some were taken from multilateral recommendations or treaties, while others were developed by the spp in a regional context or as a result of the acceptance of U.S. standards.
For example, in the case of electronic data flows and intellectual property protection, the spp referred to oecd or wto recommendations. In the matter of natural disasters and public health emergencies, the three countries created mechanisms, protocols, and action plans related to North American circumstances. In many instances, especially in the sphere of security, Mexico and Canada had to adjust to U.S. standards; for example, the regulations related to the flow of people and goods across both borders.
The regulations, principles, standards, and guidelines produced by the spp had different impacts on various subjects. Mainly, they organized operations of the three governments and their bureaucracies. Sometimes, indirectly, they also influenced particular sectors of the economy (steel, energy, the illegal market of counterfeits, airlines) or society (passengers, commuters, counterfeiters of goods). They rarely trans-eSSayS formed the way people in the three countries live (for example, consumers of electronic goods could buy washing machines and tv sets produced according to a common North American standard). Often, they had only a temporary effect, such as with populations affected by natural disasters and pandemics.
The rules promoted in the spp documents were flexible, leaving a lot of room for interpretation, and allowing countries to implement them as they wished. They were general, they were not legally binding, and no sanctions accompanied them. Regulations were limited in scope. The broad agenda only produced a few issues that reached the stage of trilateral policy-making (pandemic and emergency management, intellectual property, energy, regulatory cooperation).
The degree to which the particular spp documents affected the three countries 
conclusIon
This article focuses on the policy-making process mechanics and dynamics, in contrast to other publications that present interests and divergent policy visions as explanatory variables of regional integration in North America, in order to enrich and complement the existing literature. Therefore, it does not give straightforward answers to the questions of which issues on the agenda are more prone to regionalization because of converging interests. On the contrary, it puts the emphasis, inspired by Leon Lindberg´s theories, on the makings of the policy at the regional level, to predict whether there will be further policy and political integration within the past and current bureaucratic structures of regional cooperation. In consequence, this analysis argues that the spp as a management framework tried to overcome the deficiencies of previous management arrangements, as well as of dual bilateralism. It produced mixed outcomes and results for North American regionalism.
Although, thanks to certain organizational innovations and principally its hybrid nature (networked and hierarchical organization), the spp was temporarily able to boost the efficiency and effectiveness of regional cooperation and policy making, it did not leave lasting marks on the regional governance landscape. To some extent, its operational principles enabled politicians and bureaucrats to proceed more quickly and in a less politicized fashion, but only during the first year of its existence (2005/2006) , and in a certain few issue areas (for example, pandemic threats, e-commerce, border infrastructure, protection of intellectual property).
As the article demonstrates, the weaknesses in the spp management framework, its broad and ambiguous agenda, and the lack of adequate evaluation and monitor-norteAméricA ing to assess progress curbed its chances of success in the form of expanding policy integration and lasting political integration of the region.
At the same time, it was proved that Mexico, the U.S., and Canada addressed different elements of the spp agenda (problems and objectives) in varied ways (intensified communication, temporary cooperation, joint regulations, durable policy changes). It is difficult to determine that some issues always fostered trilateral cooperation and others were treated exclusively bilaterally. Often general principles in some policy area were approached at a trilateral level and details or concrete initiatives were developed bilaterally.
The spp functioned as a communication/cooperation device that facilitated interactions and joint programs and promoted dialogue in the region in times of conflict and temporary crisis.
The other role of the spp was as a governance mechanism, a forum for developing new rules, principles to organize and govern intergovernmental relations, and, to a much lesser extent, the way people lived in North America. The governance practices retained a lot of autonomy in each of the three countries in terms of how they implemented general guidelines produced by the spp. It also maintained the new regionalist character of North America by promoting the combination of U.S. multilaterally and trilaterally originated norms.
As far as the regional project in North America is concerned, the Security and Prosperity Partnership exposed the fact that integration driven by the bureaucrats is not going to succeed in producing greater policy and political integration. This type of regionalism is characteristic to the North American space, and the spp is merely a continuation of the three governments' old habits and patterns of management practices. It leads to the conclusion that strong obstacles of a cultural, social, and political nature must exist that cannot be overcome by the bureaucrats and politicians.
It can also be argued that due to the disruptions and inconsistencies inherent to the national bureaucracies (due to the election cycles and domestic politics), dialogue and cooperation can suffer some discontinuities -as a result, creating joint policies and strategies, creating broader consensus about North America can take a lot of time and energy-; therefore, it would be very difficult to build and acquire the common vision, ideals, and principles necessary for deeper regional integration.
The spp also showed that as a regional governance mechanism (specifically network structures of working groups), it was very weak in producing lasting effects due to the lack of proper resources, dependence on domestic enforcement measures, and poor monitoring. This leads to the conclusion that a North American model of regionalism without greater institutionalization will not be a stable and continuous process toward policy integration on a regional scale. It will be a chain of sporadic
